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UITITED  STAINS  DEPAHT^IENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Bureau,  of  Agricultural  Scononiics 
Washington 

■    THE    POULTHY    AND    EGG  SITUATION 

Sumnpry 

Inrpcrtant  features  in  the  A'J^st  poultry  and  egg  situation,  as 
reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics  are  (l)  the  large  stocks 
of  storage  eggs,  and  (2)  the  prospect  for  a  reduction  in  the  size  of  the 
laying  flock  for  1938.    At  the  very  end  of  July,  the  feed-egg  price 
situation,  though  still  nanf avorable  to  the  foxmer,  'becafne  much  less  so. 

The  farm  price  of  chickens  was  not  depressed, '  apparently ,  "by  the 
relatively  large  storage  stocks  of  poultry' at  the  end  of  the  out-of- storage 
season.    The.  prospect  for  chicken  prices  therefore,  is  for  a  less  than 
average  seasonal  decline  from  now  to  December,  and  an  advance  is  possible. 
During  the  fall  (see  figure  1)  prices  are  expected  to  exceed  those  of  1936. 
This  prospect  is  due  largely  to  the  probability  of  higher  consiimer  incomes 
and  lower  receipts  than  in  1935. 

Farm  prices  of  eggs  this  fall  are  expected  to  fluctuate  near  the 
prices  received  in  the  fall  of  1936.     The  larger  storage  stocks  offset,  in 
their  effect  on  egg  prices,  the  higher  incomes  of  last  fall.    Should  in- 
comes fail  to  be  maintained,  however,  a  lower  price  than  in  1936  is  likely. 

The  great  reduction  in  the  number  of  young  chickens  this  year  points 
to  a  reduction  also  in  the  size  of  the  1938  laying  flock  and  hence  to 
smaller  egg  supplies.     Therefore,  it  now  seems  probable  that  egg  prices  in 
the  first  half  of  1938  will  be  above  those  of  the  first  half  of  1937. 
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Feed  situation 

The  feed  situation  in  C-jly,  as  represented  iDy  the  Chicago  feed- 
egg  ratio,  showed  little  change  from  J^ane  until  the  last  week  of  the 
month,    Al)Out  10  dozens  of  eggs  ^^ere  required  to  "b-jy  100  pounds  of  poultry 
feed,  tho'ogh  at  the  end  of  July  the  amount  required  dropped  to  below  9 
dozen.    As  figure  1  indicates,  the  feed-egg  ratio  has  been  from  30  to  50 
percent  above  the  1925-54  average  for  June  and  Jv.ly.    It  is  not  clear  now 
whether  the  feed-egg  ratio  d^aring  the  rest  of  the  year  will  more  nearly 
approach  the  1925-34  averages  of  corresponding  months,  or  whether  it  will 
near  the  levels  of  1935.    While  feed  prices  are  expected  to  fall,  egg 
prices  are  not  expected  to  rise  by  as , much -  as  usual,  so  that  the  ratio 
itself  will  not  decline  as  rapidly  as  feed  prices.    The  ratio  is  q-aite 
unlikely  to  go  as  lov:  as  its  s,verage« 

The  feed-egg  ratio  at  Chicago,  by  reelcs,  average 
1925-34,  annual  1935-37 


Dozens  of  egjgs  required  to  buj/  100  pounds  of  poultry  ration 

Week  ended  as  of  1937  ^  


Year  : 

Mar,: 

Apr.: 

May  rJuiie  : 

July  : 

July  : 

July  : 

July  : 

July  : 

Sept. : 

i'Tov. 

6  : 

3  : 

1:5  : 

3  : 

10  : 

17  : 

24  : 

31  : 

4  : 

27 

'  Doz. 

Doz. 

Doz.  Doz. 

Do-.. 

Doz. 

Doz- 

Doz. 

Doz. 

Doz. 

Dcz. 

Average; 

3.60 

1925-34: 

;  6.20 

5 .23 

6.43  6.98 

6.71 

6.81 

6.76 

5.51 

5. 55 

5.58 

1935  .  . 

:  7.30 

7.10 

6.77  6.34 

6.22 

5.15 

6.15 

6.15 

5.35 

5.14 

4.32 

1935 

:  5.11 

6.48 

5.01  5.60 

6.32 

7.15 

7.57 

,  7.55 

7.35 

7.99 

5.67 

1937 

:  9.17 

9.72 

10. £0  11.23 

10. 18 

9.94 

10.54 

9.30 

8.77 

ITumbcr  of  young  chickens  ,     .  ■  ■ 

The  number  of  young  chickens  per  farm  flock  on  July  1  was  estimated 
at  19  percent  less  than  in  1955  and  the  smallest  in  the  13  years  for  \7hich 
data  are  available.    Partly  this  represents  a  smaller  hatch  ond  partly  a 
sale  of  a  larger  proportion  of  young  poultry  than  is  usual  dviring  Jmie. 

Poultry/  marketings 

Receipts  of  dressed  poultry  at  the  four  markets  -  New  York,  Chicago, 
Boston,  raid  Philadelphia  -  in  July, were  11  percent  less  than  a  year  earlier 
and  8  percent  less  than  in  Jujie.    The  192^34  aver,age  decline  from  June  to 
July  is  2  percent. 

As  seen  in  figure  1,  this  decline  brings  receipts  below  the^ 1925-34 
■average,  and  well  below  1935.    Because  of  the  small  hatch  last  spring  it  is 
likely  that  the  1937  line  in  this  receipts  chr^rt  ;vill  continue  to  remain 
below  that  of  1936. 
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Receipts  of  dressed  poulti-y  £xt  the  four  ra?.rkets, 
average  1925-24,  annual  1935-37 


Year  : 

Total  : 
Jan.rJune: 

Jane  : 

. July  ! 

Aug.  : Sept*  : 

Total 

w  i^^L  y  —  O  c , J  sjm 

:  Total 
• Oct.-Dec 

Mil.- 
Ihs. 

:iii. 

lbs. 

Mil.  ■ 
lbs. 

Lil. 
lbs. 

liix. 
lbs. 

Kil. 
lbs. 

Ivlil^ 
lbs» 

Average  : 
192^34  ; 

120.7 

21.0 

20.5 

22.4 

24.5 

67.6 

168.7 

:  94.9. 
101.6 

18.3 
21.7 
21.4 

18.2 
22.3 
19.3 

15.5 
26.0 

21.5 
27.0 

56.0 
75.3 

141.2 
177.2 

113.3 

Pcultr;/  storag,e 

Stocks  of  frozen  poultr:/,  while  relatively  high  for  this  tine  of 
year,  are  likely  to  ha-e  no  further  effect  on  the  fam  price  of  chickens. 
Poultiy  storage  reaches  a  ndniirroin  in  the  suinmer  and,  by  SepteiXiDcr,  tne 
into-stora^s  noveinent  is  7;ell  started. 

Chicken  orices 


T'ae  farm  price  cf  chickens  advanced  fron  J-jne  15  to  July  15  by  32 
percent.    The  usual  aoverient  at  this  period  is  a  decline  of  1  percent. 
Since  the  rjlatively  lar^c  storage  stock  did  not  prevent  this  rise  in 
price,  it  V7ill  probably  have  little  effect  during  the  rest  of  the  sur.mer. 

With  incomes  above  aver^ige  rjad  with  receipts  expected  to  be  below 
average,  the  farr.  price  of  chickens  Trill  probofoly  net  decline  by  as  rrach 
as  it  ordinaril;/  does  in  the  last  6  nonths  of  the  year;     an  advance  is ^ 
possible.     In  other  v/ords,  the  1937  chicken  price  line  in  figure  1  (T-hich 
elirlnates  seasonal  variation)  is  expected  to  continue  the  upward  movement 
beffun  last  March,     If  this  advance  is  as  much  in  the  next  4  or  5  nonths 


about  10  u 


been  in  the  last  4  or  5  nonths,  the  December  ;^rice  ;70uld  be 
ercent  below  the  192.^-34  average,  or  abon.t         cents  per  pound. 


Average  United  Sta 
average 

.tes  fam 
192^34, 

price  of 
?nnual  1 

chickens 
93&-37 

per 

pound, 

Year  ; 

\  JiJiie 

Aug.  ; 

Sept.  [ 

Oct. 

\  Uov. 

Dec. 

Gents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Average 
1925-34 

:  18.3 

18.0 

17.8 

17.3 

17.5 

16.8 

16.2 

15.8 

1  935 

'  15.7 
;  16.6 

15.6 
16.4 
14.8 

14.0 
16.1 

14.1 

15.4 

15.7 

15.9 

16.0 

15.1 

14.9 

14.0 

13.2 

12.6 

•  14.8 

15.3 
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No nagri cultural  income,  average  1925^34,  anrroal  1935-37 
(Seasonally  corrected  indexes,  1924-29  =  100) 


J- ear 

[  Jan. 

]  Mar. ; 

June* 

July; 

Aug.  ; 

Sept. 

'  Oct. 

*  Dec, 

* 

Average 
1925-34  .. 

:  91.0 

90.4 

89.7 

89.8 



89.  6 

89.  6 

89  4 

89  4 

88  8 

1935   ! 

75.4 
81.5 
82.9 

75.8 
82.5 
95.5 

75.8 
84.1 
95.9 

75.7 
85.1 
97.2 

75.5 

75.7 
87.4 

77.3 
87.9 

78.4 
89.8 

81,5 
100.9 

1937   : 

86.8 

(Thi 


s  series  on  nonagriciilt^oral  income  has  "been  revised  again  since 


the  last  issue.     Complete  data  will  be  found  on  the  last  page). 
Laying  f lock  size 

^  11       The  average  number  of  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  per  farm  flock 
ieii  sharply  from  June  1  to  July  1  (see  figure  1).     The  decline  was  7.6  per- 
cent; the  1925-34  average  decline  is  only  5.2  percent.     January  1  to  September 
1^  IS  a  period  of  steadily  diminishing  size  of  flock,  as  there  are  normally 
aoout  25  percent  fewer  layers  by  September  1.     Since  the  decline  this  year 
will  bo  greater  than  average  -  already  24.8  percent  as  compared  with  an  average 
decline  of  20.4  percent  -  laying  flocks  this  fall  are  expected  to  be  smaller 
than  in  1935, 

Average  number  of  laying  hens  in  farm  flocks,  average 
1925-34,  annual  1935-37 


Year 


Average 

1925-34  ... 


1935 
1936 
1937 


J  an.  :  June 
1      :  1 


July  :    Aug.  :  Sept.   :  Oct. 
1:1-1:1 


ITov. 

1 


Dec. 

1 


f^"-^l>er    Humber    Itobcr    r  umber    Number    Number  Number 


87.5 

73.4 

69,6 

66.8 

66.1 

70.4 

75.7 

81.9 

73.3 
80.6 
84.2 

65.1 
66.5 
68.5 

61.4 
62.3 
63.3 

59.2 
60.0 

58.5 
59.9 

65.1 
66.9 

70.5 
72.4 

76.5 
78.9 

■  The  dominant  factor  influencing  the  change  in  the  size  of  the  laying 

ilock  on. January  1  from  that  of  a  year  earlier  is  the  change  in  the  number  of  : 
young  chickens  on  hand  July  1.     Fi^ore  2  shows  the  estimated  relationshix)  he-  I 
tween  those  two  conditions.      The  solid  line  indicates  that  if  the  number  of 
young  chickens  on  July  1  is  less  than  it  was  a  year  before,  the  number  of  laying 
birds^on  the  following  January  1  ought  also  to  be  smaller  than  a  ye-ir  before. 
The  line  shows  that  an  11-percent  reduction  in  January  1  flock  size  corresponds 
to  a  19-perc-ent  reduction  in  young  chickens,   such  as  occurred  this  year. 
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The  feed  situation  may  "be  expected  to  affect  the  nimTaer  of  young 
chickens  to  he  saved  for  the  laying  flock  -  an  unfavorable  feed-egg  ratio 
tends  to  encourage  selling  chickens  rather  than  keeping  them.     The  chart 
shows  that  a  20-percent  increase  in  the  a^'erage  feed- egg  ratio  in  July- 
Decemher  of  19S7  over  the  ratio  of  a  year  hefore  corresponds  to  a  decrease 
of  1  percent  in  the  January  1  size  of  lairing  flock.     Similarly,  a  decrease 
of  30  percent  in  the  f2ed-egg  ratio  corresponds  to  an  increase  cf  1  percent 
in  fleck  size. 

With  the  1937  feed- egg  ratio  likely,  at  least,  to  "be  no  higher  than 
in  1936  and, prooahly  a  little  'bolo'TT  it,  a  1  or  2  percent  increase  in  the 
January  1  flock  size  would  "be  the  effect  of  the  feed-egg  ratio  vrith  no  other 
conditions  considered.     Since  the  effect  of  the  change  in  numher  of  yo^Jiig 
chickens  would  indicate  a  reduction  of  11  percent  in  flock  size,  a  reduction 
of  9  or  10  percent  vrculd  "be  expected  as  the  total  effect  of  hoth  the  feed 
situation  and  the  hatch. 

The  extent  to  which  other  circumstances  affect  changes  in  the  size  of 
tne  laying  flock,  however,  is  shown  in  figure  2  "by  the  failure  of  most  of  the 
points  to  lie  exactly  on  the  lines.     Instead  they  occupy  a  "band  extending  about 
1  or  2  percent  on  each  side  of  the  lines. 

Therefore,  the  decrease  in  flock  size  is  not  likely  to  be  exactly  9  or 
10  percent;  it  is  more  likely  to  be  somewhere  between  7  percent  and  12  percent 
unless  some  new  and  important  condition  arises  which  is  not  now  foreseen, 

Sate  of  e^.  production 

The  number  of  eggs  laid  per  hen  reported  on  July  1  was  again  the  highest 
on  record  for  the  month,  though  only  slightly  exceeding  the  July  1  ratio  in 
1935  and  1936,     That  the  rate  of  prodiiction  has  been  so  high  thus  far  in  1937, 
regardless  of  an  unfavorable  feeding  situation,  has  been  due  in  part  to  the 
larger  than  usual  proportion  of  pullets  in  the  flock.     Since  the  feeding  sit- 
uation is  likely  to  continue  unfavorable  into  fne  fall,  ar.d  since  the  effect  of 
the  present  proportion  of  pullets  will  be  gone  by  then,  the  rate  of  production 
in  early  1938  is  not  likely  to  be  as  high  as  in  early  1937, 


Eggs  laid  per  100  hens  and  pullets  of  laying  age  in  farm 
flocks,  average  1925-34,  anrjual  1935-37 


Year  • 

.  1 

:  Jime  : 
:      1  : 

July 
1 

:  A'j^. 
:  1 

:  Sept. 
:  1 

;  Cct. 
:  1 

:  17ov. 
:  1 

:  Dec. 
:  1 

:^-jrn.ber 

Nunber 

K'uii.ber 

iTum'b  e  r 

N-junber 

I^Tunber 

iT-jmber 

lhr::ber 

Average 

1925-34  . .  . 

16.5 

49.5 

42.2 

36.9 

32.4 

25.0 

17.0 

13.9 

15.9 
19.1 
22.0 

50.3 
51.2 

52. 5 

44.1 
44.2 
44.4 

38.2 
35.8 

32.8 
31.4 

25.9 
25.1 

19.5 

18.1 

16,3 

16,0 

1937   : 

marketings 


Iteceipts  of  eggs  at  the  four  m.arkets  during  July  were  8  percent  less 
t'nan  a  year  before.     The  seasonal  decrease  from  June,  32  percent,  however,  was 
only  slightly  greater  than  the  average  (1925-34)  decrease  of  30  percent. 
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Receipts  of  eg,e;s  at  the  four  markets,  average  1925-3^,  anmaal 

1935-37 


Year 

:     Jan . - 
Mar. 

:  'Apr.- 

■June 

Jime 

July  • 

,  Aug.  .  • 

Sept. 

1,000 
cd-s  e  s 

1 , 000 
case  s 

1,000 
cases 

1,000 
cases 

1,000 
cases 

1,000 
cases 

Average  1925-3U 

3, 666 

6,135 

i,6sU 

1,1S2 

962 

g2g 

1935   

1936  

1937   

2,S91 

■3,2^9 
3,392 

5,079 
5,571 
5.597 

.  1 , U29 
l,6U6 

1,599 

1,101 
1.173 
1,079 

7Sg 
921 

719 
72U 

Egg  storage  stocks 

Storage  stocks  of  eggs,  as  meas^ared  at  the  26  major  storage  centers, 
reached  a  peak  in  late  July  about  2U  percent  above  that  of  1936.  Stocks  of 
shell  eggs  were  I5  percent  above,  and  stocks  of  frozen  eggs  Tore  percent 
above  those  of  I936. 

Cold  storage  holdings  of  eggs  at  26  markets,  average  1925-3^, 

ann-aal  1935-37 


 Week  ended  as  of  1937  

 Shell  efc'gs  ;   Erozen  eggs  

July  :  Jvly  :  July  :  Jiuly  :  J-'Jl.y  :Jul.y  :July  :July  :July  ."July 

3       :     10     :     1 7     :     2U     :     -^1     :     ^     :  10     :  17     r  2U     :  -^1 
1,000    1,000    1,000    1,000    1,000    Mil.    Mil.     Mil.     Mil.  Mil. 


:  cases'  cases  cases  cases  cases  lbs .     lbs .     lbs .     lbs .     lbs . 
Average  : 

I925-3U    :  6,268  6,351  6,^0  6,U3U  6,^3)4  ■  ■ 

1935    5,0^  5,105  5,202  5,2^2  5,2^2 

1936   :  ^,263  U,979  5,105  5,iUi  5,067  67.5    69.0    70.2    70.3  70.6 

1937   :  5,732  5,796  5,S31  5,919  5,917  93. 0  100.2  102.5  102.2  102.1 


D-'jjring  the  remainder  of  1937  ^-^d  for  several  weeks  into  193^  these 
stocks  of  eggs  will  provide  a  major  scarce  of  supply.     The  chart  on  the  cover 
clearly  shows  how  stocks  this  year  compare  with  other  years  since  I916.  Of 
particular  interest  is  the  constantly  increasing  proportion  of  the  total  storage 
holdings  that  is  stored  in  frozen  form.     Though  less  tiian  3  percent  in  I916, 
more  than  .a  third  .of  the  storage  stocks  were  frozen  eggs  in  1937'     If  this  trend 
continues,  as  seems  likely,   it  must  sooner  or  later  bring  about  a  reduction  in 
the  seasonal  movement  of  egg  prices.     While  shell  eggs  in  .storage  must  ordinarily 
be  disposed  of  by , the  following  spring,   frozen  eggs  may  be  kept  a  longer  time. 
The  importance  of  storage  stocks  on  fall  and  winter  egg  prices  is  illustrated 
in  fig-ore  3- 


CHANGE  IN  SIZE  OF  LAYING  FLOCK*  ON  JANUARY  1  RELATED  TO 
CHANGES  IN  JULY  1  NUMBER  OF  YOUNG  CHICKENS  AND 
TO  JULY-DECEMBER  FEED-EGG  RATI 0. 1 9 2 9-37 
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SIZE  OF  LAYING  FLOCK  ON  JANUARY  1  AND  IN  AVERAGE 
CHICAGO  FEED-EGG  RATIO. PREVIOUS  JULY-DECEMBER 
(ADJUSTED  FOR  ESTIMATED  EFFECT  OF  NUMBER 
OF  YOUNG  CHICKENS) 


60  100  140  180  220 

CHICAGO  FEED-EGG  RATIO.  JULY-DECEMBER  AVERAGE  (  PERCENT  OF  PREVIOUS  YEAR  ) 

'NUMBER  Of  HENS  AND  PULLETS  OF  LAYING  ACE  PER  FARM  FLOCK 
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Figure  2.->    The  laying  flock  on  January  t   is  a  fair  indi 

GATOR    OF   TOTAL    PRODUCTION    DURING    THE    FOLLOWING    SIX  MONTHS. 
It    IS   LARGELY    BUILT    UP    OF    PULLETS,    SO    THAT   A    LIGHT   HATCH  Wl 
TEND   TO    REDUCE    FLOCK  SIZE. 


CHANGE  IN  NOVEMBER  FARM  PRICE  OF  EGGS  RELATED 
TO  CHANGES  IN  AUGUST  NON AGRICULTURAL  INCOME.  AND  TO 
AUGUST  1  STORAGE  STOCKS  OF  EGGS.  1920-36 
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INDEX  NUMBERS  OF  NON  AGRICULTURAL  INCOME  (PERCENT  OF  PREVIOUS  YEAR  ) 
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Figure  3.-  Consumer* 
two  dominant  influences 


S  INCOME  AND  STORAGE 
ON    FALL   EGG  PRICES. 


iNG  TO  August  indications,  these  two  factors 

TO    ABOUT   OFFSET   EACH  OTHER. 


stocks    ARE  THE 
In    1937,  ACCORD- 
MAY    BE  EXPECTED 


The  fam  price  qi  e^gr,  rose  10.2  percent  fron  June  15  to  J^ily  15 . 
The  average  (l925-3^'--)  seasonal  rise-  "bGtw(?en  th'jss  da.tes  is  J- 5  percent.  B;','- 
Decem'bsr,  egg  prices  ordinarily  douDlfc  their  March- J-one  average.     They  are 
not  likelv  to  go  so  high  this  year.     It  is  expected  that  they  -rill  follotv 
ahox^t  the  co-arse  of  last  year.  •    In  other,  v/prds,  turning  "back  to  figure  1, 
prices  during  the  remjiinder  of '  the  year  are  likely' t*^  fall' further  and 
further  below  the  1925-3^  average  for  the  same  inonthc. 

Average  United  States  farm  price  of  eggs  per  dozeri,  avera.^e 

1925-3^-^,'  annual  1935-37 


Year 

:  Mar.  -  J-one 
:  average 

.  June- 

.  July  [ 

Aug.  '. 

Sept . 

'.  Oct. 

IIov. 

!  Dec. 

:  Cents 

Cent 

s  Cents' 

Cent  s 

Cent  o- 

.  Cen+s 

Cents 

Cent  s 

Average 

1925-3^ 

is.g 

13.-6- 

■  20.0 

-22.0 

2^..  7 

30.0 

35. U 

35.7 

1935  

20.2 

21.0 

21 

22.7 

26.U 

27.9 

30.1 

28.7 

19^6 

■17. S  . 

IS. 9. 

20.0 

22.  U 

2U.5 

27.6 

32.5 

30.5 

■"^^7  .      .  : 

IS.5- 

17.6 

i9.U 

Figare  3  shears  the  estimated  cffc-ct'  o'f  two  Important  influences  on 
fall  prices  of  eggs.     In  the  upper  chart  the  solid  lino  indicates  that  a  lU- 
porccnt  increase  ovQr  1^3^        "the  August  index  number  of  n  onagri  cultural  in- 
com.e,  such  as  prevailed  iii  June,  corresponds  to  about  a  la-percent  advance 
in  the  ITovember  farm  price  over  that  of  a  yea.r  earlier.     The  loTer  chart  shows 
that  a  2U-pGrcent  increase  in  storage  stocks,  such  as  occiirred  this  year, 
corresponds  to  a  12-percent-  decline  in  the  November  price  from  that  of  193'?» 
Hence,  if  the  effect  of  income  and  of  storage  stock;:  is  about  as  suggested 
by  these  charts,  and  if  no  other  factors  are  considered,  IJovember  prices,  and 
those  of  other  fall  and  e&rly  v/inter  months,  may  be  expected  to  exceed  those 
of  the  193*3  season  by  about  U  percent.     It  is  to  be.  noted.,,  however,   that  few 
of  the  point  s  lie  exactly  on  the  linc-sof  relationship.     Cn  the"- average ,  they 
depart  from  it  by  as  much  as  10  percent  and  more  of-.en  than  not  are  below  it. 
This  means  that  6ther  circumstance^  often  affect  egg  prices  in  these  months 
to  an  extent  of  about  10  percent.     In  other  words,  'fall  prices  may  be  ex- 
pected to  fluctuate  near  those-  of  193^'« 

Prices  in  the  spring  of  193^>  of  coiirse,   in.  view  of  the  probable  re- 
duction in  the  January  1  laying  flock,  are  likely  to  be  above  those  of 
1937. 
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